' DOCUMENT RESUME T .
ED 222 074 S K FL 013 251
| - AUTHOR P Cziko, Gary A.
| TITLE . Approaches to the Evaluat1on of. B111ngua1 Education:
w - . An Internax1ona1 Perspect1ve. Professional Papers
cz-1. .
INSTITUTION » National Center for B1l1hgua1 Research, Los Alamitos,
" Calif.
SPONS AGENCY  National Inst. of Education (ED), Washington, DC.
PUB_DATE .Jun 82 ] .
ROTE 24p. .
© EDRS. PRICE MF01/PC01 "Plus Postage.
. DESCRIPTORS Bilingual Education; *Bilingual Education Programs;
. -, Educational Assessment; Elementary Education;
: ) *Evaluation Methods; Foreign Countr1e§; *Immersion
. Programs; *Program Evaluation
IDENTIFIERS Carada; Nigeria; -Sudan- _
: . & N -
ABSTRACT -~ .

* . The evaluation of bilingual education programs is
complicated by such factors as the diversity of evaluation ERN
methodologies and program goals and the retiability of instruments :

. for minoriiy language students. Three bilingual program evaluations .

in foreign countries are described in terms of their different
contexts and approaches in order to raise issues about bilingual
education program evaluation. The programs evaluated were the St,

’ Lambert French immersion program in Canada, the Yoruba 6—year primary
project in Nigeria, and the local language-literacy training project
in the southern Sudan. Based on these evaluation experiences, the.
strengths and weaknesses of quantitative and qua11tat1ve evaluation,
methods are discussed. A combination of gpantitative and qualitative
evaluation methods is suggested as a mearfs of maximizing the
strengths of each approach. However, it is important that such a

_tombined approach be carefully designed. (RW) ' '

S ]

» » ,' . v . -
****************************************7******************************
* Reproductions suppl1ed by EDRS are the best that can be made *
- % from the original document. *

************************************* *********************************




[N

-

-ED222074

FLOI3257]

‘f '

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

, .
-~ . & ' . .
. r . s
. - . . . i
- &
. ) * )
9 . R
. o R sl
A\l Ly
* - < <
v . -
. , \
APPROACHES TO THE EVALUATION OF BILINGUAL EDUCATION: .
AN INTERNAT IONAL PERSPECTIVE ’
. ) . -
« \ .
‘ Gary A. Cziko . . ’
. ~ &
’ . . June, 1982 .
1 ' . . —
PN .
) O o ‘ . i
\ . .
U.S. BEPARTMENT OF Eouc;mon
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF ECUCATION . PERMISA?-l%N ;%gs:%%a%ii;“;s ° .
EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION + MATERIAL HA .
CENTER (ERIC) )
: I Ths document has been raproduced as & . N C;BQ\
teceived from the povson ot organization
onginating 1 .
|} Minor changes have been made 10 1IMprove ° .
reproduction quahty . ‘
o Pomts of view ot opiions statedin this docu TO THE EDUCATION)L RESOURCES
ment do not necessanly represant atfical NIE INFORMATION CENTEF} {ERIC).
position of POMCY . ’ P
. ~
N
. (-
J ’ o o ot
.

natunal center fur biingual 1eseaich, 4665 lampson ovenue, los olamitos, CA 90720, telephone (213} 598-0481

. 2% ‘

. ']
S ateal  1hey PUBICENON Wi (reg w4 Agt 00LA 800001 trom the Natioowl Insiitute of Education Department ul Educatiun its contents o, not necessanly refioct the vews of
the Natona Inshitute of Education or of any other agsncy of lN Umfeg States of Education of of any Jthey aoency of the Umtad States owmml g W otkial endorament shoukd to inferted

¢ 2 . . .




- o s - - R
1 - ! N ’
. 2 4 . f“ - )
” ) A ’
. ) r -
; \ .
: < ‘
N \‘ -
- . - “ . - ’
. . Approaches to the Evaluation of Bilingual Education: '
. " An International Perspective -
‘e *
' “Gary A. Cziko
. X
University of IIlinols - ..
' |
i} . - e j
: r .
1
- " X )
L . *
) 3
’ )
L} o .
. . t 3 4 P
N . .
ERIC | ‘
\

,e




&

L
-

APPROACHES TO THE EVALUAT | ON 0- BPLINGUAEL EDUCAT ION: -AN [NTERNAT IGNAL
* PERSPECTIVE :

1

* Gary A. Cziko -~ 4o

. Introduction < ..

.

The problem of evaluating oil!ngual education programs in the U.S.
is an exceedingly complex one. First, there is the problem of choosing
an approprlate methodology for conducting evaluations which must take

" into account the debate between quanfitatlve and qualitative approaches

to evaluation. Second, there ls a diversity of goals for bilingual.

education 'In the U.S. with some programs attempting to transition

students into -all-English programs as quickly as possible while others

attempt to maintain or restore know!edge of the students' first language

and culture. - Third, one must take into account,the‘posslpllity that

measures commcnly used to assess academic achievement, language .

.. proficiency, and attitudes may not possess adeqoate rel fability and/or S

validity and may be seriously blased against children who have not had
N

much contact with the majority langﬁage and culture of this country.
i Féh?fﬁf/stthnt success within bilingual education programs appears to ‘
be influenced not only by the type and auality of their educationai-
program, but also by psychological and sociolinguistic factors opérating
within ‘the context of the classroom, school, and comunity. Flnally,
s evaluators working within the context of bl!ingual programs must have .
adequate knowledge of the language and culture of the groups with which

they are working.

.

\ . -
Lt lsﬂno wonder, then, that -there is so‘much deoate, controversy,
o . and disagreement concerning both the appropriate methodology for
‘ evaluating bilingual programs ano the interpretation and implications of
the many bilingual education program evabhations that have been
.Fonducted. To adequately address ail of these issues would require a

ma jor effort and .may well be beyond the ability of any one person; it is

certainly beyond the scope of this paper. The objective of this paper




is considerably'nore modest. It will ‘attempt to'bring an international
perspective to bear on problems of concern teé bilingual education.*
e)aluators and educators in th«s country.
. . SN
In contrast to.most flelggjof edueation in which the U.S. is at the

forefront in research,;biPingua! education has beer one area where
American researchers have.spent considerable time exarining the success
of other countries with what is both a very old and a very new approach

1
* to educatic . Although | am now actively involved in bilingual

education evaluifjon and reseauch in thé U S., 1 have been fortunate to . :
have been lnvolved in"the evaluatio of a number of bilingual education
programs outside this country. In this paper, | will briefly describe
three btlingual education projects | have evaluated--one in Canada and {
two in Afruca--whnch are particularly interesting because they took 1

place in very different cont@kts and were evaluated using quate

different approaches, approaches reflectlng both changes in the field of :
. -~

educational evaluation and my own deveTopment as an evaluator.’ | ‘will

use these three projects and thelr evaluations to raise a number of

basic issues relating to the evaluation of bilingual education programs.

| will then make 'some tentative concluslons and suggestions concerning ”
‘ ~
the evaluation of bilingual education in the U.S. ) ’ 4
.Canada: French Immersion Programs . ( »
One of the most Influential evaluatlpns of a bi!ingual educat i o~ LT

program has been that of.the French Immersion begun in 1965 in St. ]
Lambert, a suburb of Montreal (Lambert and‘\Tucker, 1972). .The purpose Ty
of this program is to allow Engllsh -Canadian chlldren to acquire

functlonaL bilinguallsm in French and English. This is done by teaching

all subjects in French untlil Grade 2 or 3, at which time Eriglish

language arts are introduced for the first time. While virtually all

evaluations of the original St. Lambert program, as well as other French

immersion -programs throughout Canada, have been favorable, it s
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interesting to take a close look at the approﬁch used to evaluate the

original St. Lambert project. ) . ,

‘. '
-~

The approdach ‘used by Lambert and Tucker (1972)‘can perhaps be

described as an experimental, quantifatlve approaéh to educationa!l

- evaluation. This is characterized by the. Selectlon of experimental and

control gE?ups, attempts to equate the eXperimental\?nd control groups
before the beglnnlng of the program, the systematlc administration of a
large number of measures, of academic achlevement, ‘language proflcnency,
language use, and attltudes, fol lowed by statistical tests of _

‘significance between the experimental and control groups. In short;’all

data were quantified and all judgments of the T’ﬁact oF“fﬁe program were
based on statl§t|cal comparisons between the experimental and control

groups. The only qualitative data to appear in.the original ‘evaluation

" appear as. an appéndix In Lambert‘and.TQcker's book which briefly

describes thé class activities of the é&perlmental group from

kindergarten through Grade 5. R

In sp}te'oF the fact that the‘evaluathp approach used by Lambert
aad Tucker would not be gﬁbropriate for the greaé majority of bilingual
education programs in”the. U.S., this and suﬁsequent evaluations of
Freﬁéh Immersion proéram, in Canada have been taken by many in thi§

country as a standard for evaluatlng blllngual educatlon programs ‘in the

U.S5.. There appéar to be a number of reasons for thls. First, the

genera! findings of the evaluation of the original St. Lambert project
have been replicated many t[me§ throughout Lanada (see Genesee, 1976)

and it has become a generally accepted*fact that these programs relliably.

° result in favorable outcomes -among English-Canadian children. It has
. )

also become quite clear that It is*tﬁé French immersion program itself,
and not, other confoundlné factors,'whlch Is responsible for the .
nncreased French- ~language proficiency of chlldren participating in these
programs. Also, the successful outcome of the French immersion pr;grams

has appeared to have raised relatively little oﬁposltlon in Canada due

to its voluntary nature, low cost, and acceptability to both French- and
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English-Canadians,alike., Due to-these factors, French immersion

programs haye en joyed ihcreasing popularity and can now be found in )'

‘ every major city and province fhroughout Canada. It should be roted,

however, that this Ebst prevalent form of blllngual education in Canada
has been deslgnéd for Engllsh speaKing. chlldren, whlch form the maJorlty
llngulstlc group in Canada,iand ‘that mlnoruty groups which speak a
language other thian French or Engllsh enjoy no legal rlghts to the use
of thelr,natLve language in publlc schools throughout Canada. The
French immersion programs in Canada have essentlally shown that middie-
class language‘majority children czn take a heavy dose of a'second

language and learn it remarkably well without detrimental effects to

their first- language development. Thfs'flndlng certainl§ has important

. educatnonal implications south of the Canadian border, but not

necessarily for linguistic minority children in the U.S.

LY
>

f ‘

While the results of the French immersion evaluations have served

. to extend blllngual education in Canada, these same results have been

used repeatedly by critics of U.S. bilingual °ducat|on efforts in the
U.S. as a rationale for eliminating bilingual education in thls country.
In spite of the fact that the Canadlian researchers have repeatedly
warned that their findings are‘not generallzab!e to linguistic minority
ohl]dren in the U.S., these evaluations have been rzpeatedly used as
evidence that children can be Immersed In a secend lapguage 2* school

with no 111 effects to thelr.llngulstic and academic development (see

Baker and deKanter, 1981; Epstein, 1977, pp. 53-54). This has been done

in spite of the fact that there "are probably more differences thar
simila*itiés between English~Canadian children in French immersion
programs and i}nguistfc minority children. in the U.S. who are submerged

into- al 1-English educational programs.

In addition to the danger of overgeneralizing the Canadian
evaluatlon results, another danger to bilingual educdtion -in the u.s.
lles in the experlmental, quant!tatlve approach to evaluation used In

the Canadlan studies. THIis approach to evaluation seems to be commonly

-~
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- regarded as the only "sclentltnc“ way of demonstrating the effectoveness

‘of bilingual educat-ion programs, |n spite of the fact that such an ,)

;0

approach is -usually impossible to’ apply to bilingual education programs
"in the u.s., since it is illegal to keep eligible children olt of
bil}ngual programs to create control groups. Another problem with thig '

.approach to evaluatuon is its tendency to rel heavily on guantitative .
? Y Y

outcome measures whlle puttlng relatnvely little emphasn on describing

the context of the communlty, school, ‘and claSsroom ij whjch the 5rogram
takes plaﬁe. Although it is clearly important to ‘measure thes outcomes
‘ . of bilingual-education programs, the great veriation in:the way these
orograms are implemented makes the collection of outcome data.of littve
- practlcal use without a detalled descriptlon cf the program and its g
) . . context. we already know that there are both effectnve and nneffectlye
blllngual educatioh programs in the U.S. (see Troike, 1978) . What we L
_ need to know are the factors which dlfferentnate effective from
. ineffective programs. Evaluations whlch g!ve l|ttle attention to. what : -
goes on in the classroom and to what the chlldren, parents, teachers,
. - and admnnlstrators think -and feal about the. program would not, appear to
offer. much useful on.ormatlon concerning why some programs are effectlve

and others are . less so. . ) ;oo

) - " 'ﬂ )

Nigeria:s The Yoruba Six-Year Primary.Project u-

R Prior to 1970, both Yoruba (for.yrimary 1 through 3) ano then . .
> English (for Primary 4 throogh-6) were used as mediaﬂof instruction,in o
- the six-year primary education of al] Yoryba-speaking.children in the‘
western part of Ni@e&la. -The Yoruba Six-Year Primary Project (Afolayan, !
1976) was -initiated” |n 1978 In an attempt to devise a pfogram Hhich ) '

would make the primary education of these children more efFect:ve and
.meanlngful by using Yo.uba -1 the sole medlum of instruction for the .
“First six years of schpo]l. To test the effects’ of'th:\echUsSve use of, .
*Yoruba as the medlum of "Instruction, a research proJect was in|t|ated L

Experunental and control classes were set up at St. Stephen s+ MAM School

i . in.lle-1fe. Early'in the lmplementatlon of the proJect, however, the

R

I . L A3 !
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"’iprojecp administrators found what they believed to be serious defects. in

the primary school curriculum and so took on the job of ereating a new . ~

curriculum |ncorporat|ng the subjects of Yoruba, Engllsh, science,
social and.cultural stud|est/and’/athematics. Both theSt. Stephen's
experlmentai and control groups have made use of this new ¢éurviculum.

In addltlegeja specuallst teacher of ?ggllsh was used to provide English
instruetion-for the experimental class’while the usual classroom teacher

provided- English instruetion for the control.class: .
|3 . . ‘ . Y » *
: " \ / ' + ¥

' ¢
, In 1973, the project was expanded to'include ten additional

l
"proliferation's schools, eight of which were to use Yoruba as the sole.

medium of instruction (the prollferatlon greup) while the«remannlng two
were to follow the usyal patter;’df three years, of Yoruba Followed by

{ three years of English (the proljfvratlonzcontrol group). A.'
comprehensive evaluation of the Yoruba Primary Project was initiated in’
1976 with the, testlng ofoacademi& achievement,zYoruba- and Engllsh—
1 anguage sknlls, and intelligence of Primary 3 children ¢n the St.

-

Stephen's and prolnferatlon exper imental and control tlasses, as well as

L4

‘children |n seles}ed traditional schools. This large-scale, ,

longitudinal evaluaﬁ\qn was to continue untii these children had

comp leted pr}mary school tb determine the effect of using Yoruba as the

exc{usive medium of instruction, the impact of the new curriculum

materials, and the effectiveness of using a_specialist teacher for the
Iy

teaching of English. ' . i

The evalua;:on design th§§ evol;ed for,thi§ project wag primarily
~quantitative, relying. on a large number of tests that were administered
to project and control schools Ip both urban and rural settings and
analysis of covariance to.compare test.performance contrqlling for
d{fferenceslin socloeconomic status. In ret:ospect, ith?s in sohe ways
. surprising that such an approach was used, since it‘lnvolbed the
constructi?y of a large number of  tests Lfew tests in the Yoruba
lanquage were available) and sophlstlcated data analysis technlques .

(e.g., analysis of covariance? made possible only by the presence of -

2e »

0 S
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modern computing facilities at tﬁé'UniVersity of Ife. (l}-should be
mentioned that initially the projéct staff felt that a systematic, )
quantitative+evaiuation organJZed by an outsider was not necessary,
since they were already personé]?y convinced of the succeSSan the
project. It was only after continued pressure from the Ford Foundation,
which hag prov:ded subétantlal financ support for the project; tHat
the staff agreed to eValuatelthe prOJect ) The evaluatibo of this
project produced fairly favorable results, ;goW|ng that for fo§ter|ng
acaoemlc achlevement Yoruba is ds effective or more éffective” than
Engllsh as a medlum of. |nstruct|on throughgﬁt *all six years of prlnL;y
.school in the Yorba-speaking a;eas of western Nigeria (see Cjerinde,
1979). However, as in the orlngal evaluation of the St. Lambert French
immersion program in, Montreal, apparently no anformatlon has been-
Yollected on the coptent and form of classroom activities in either
project or control .schools, and codtinued evaluation of the progress of !
participating students needs to be done as they continue through

secondary school, where all instruction takes place In Engllsh.

~
’ M M

4

Tpe Southern Sudan: The Local ianﬁuages Literacy Traintng Project
{ . .

The Southern Regianal Ministry of Education of the Sudan, Iy

cooperation with the 'Summer Institute of Llngujstics, is currently
invoived‘in a comprehensive project déslgned to teach literacy skills to *
_e)éheﬁtary school puplls in the Southern Sudan, using 9 of the 53 or so
local languages of the jregion. The project involves the dévelopment,
production, and dissemination of materials ]n the local languages,- as

well as the training of teachers in the use of these materials. .-

The problems encountered in developing a;d |mp:ement|ng an
evaluation of thls project were conslderable, due to the fact that the
Southern Sudan is one of the poorest and least' developed area$ of the
world. Some of these probl®mg were the unavailabllit;‘of testing
instrumedts, the difflculty of comunicatidn and travel in the area, and
diffjculyy HL locating educated native §pcakers‘of the local lariguages

" »
. 4

. 0
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to aid in test construction and data analysis. Nevertheless, the first

*
impact evaluation of the project took place in November/December 1980,

coinciding with_the in-class use of trial editions of Primary 1, 2, and
3 materials in Bari, Lotuho, Dinka, and Ndogo. Of these four [anguages,
Bari and Lotuho were selected, due to the rela}ive acceﬁfibility of the
Bari and Lotuho schools from Juba, the regional capital. During a visit
to the region in.June 1980, the author visitéd sevéral rural Bari and
Lotuho priméry scﬁools, some using the neW‘méterials, some not. Four of
these §cﬁbo|s were selected for inclusion in the impact evaluation--a

¥ Bari sthool using the project s Barl materials for- Primary 1 and 2, a
comparison Bari s'hool not using the project Z’maférlals, a Lotuho
school using the project s Lotuho mater:als for Primary 1 and 2, and a
Lotuho school not’ using the prdject's Lotuho materials. All four
schools provided at least tasic necessary facilities, i.e., shelter,

blackboards, chalk, paper and writing instruments,’

.

~ ]

N
e ’

Three general types of information were collecﬁed from the four
schools. Fifst, general background information was collected on the
size of each school‘(enrollment at each grade), the curriculum (subjects
taught at each grade, by-whgm, using what materials), the teachers “

* (education, teathing experjence, subjects taught), and the Primary 2
pupils (héme, mother tongue, age). Second, Information was collected on
the actual teaching activities of the Primary 2 vernacular teécher at
gach school. These data were obtalned by tape recording and taking
notes on a complete -vernacular reading lesson which the author attended,
assisted by an educated adultisﬁq&ker of the vernacular who was fluent
in English and who w;s able to provide thé author with explanations and
Interpretations of the class activities. Finally, information was

~col'\'eqted on the actual reading performance of“Primary 2 pupils in each

of the four Pflmary 2 classes. This was obtained by adminstering a
'gioup}te§t of word recognition to each class and by tape recording
perférmance on.lndlv[dual~tests of oral reading and reading
coﬁprehenslon. The oral reading fest consistaed of four parts: (a) A

list of ten words included in the projest matertals; (b) a list of ten
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nords not contained in the project materials{ (c) a short story of
approximately 50 words contafninq all the wcrd; in the two lists; and:
(d) five comprehenslon questlons based on the story. Each pupil was
asked to read .aloud the llsts and story and to-answer orally the
gquestions pert#inung to the story. .ln‘addition, each pupil was asked to
give his or her reasons for attending school and for wanting to learn to
read. . s . .

Tne outcome data collected via quantitative test instruments
clearly showed that pupiis in both tie project and compar ison classes
were havung dlfflculty learnlng o jread. For example, on the story

reading test described above, the project pupils tested coyld only read

- a mean of 473 of all the words of the story whule this. in itself is

|nformat|ve, it “is the process data collected in the readlng classrooms-
which give us'clues as to why pupils were experiencing dnffucultles.
Virtually all of the reading activities invoived mechanical repetitnon
or‘recitation of letters, words, phrasec, sentences, or stories either
presented in the pupnls materials or prnnted on the board, with only a
very few |nstances of actlvltles which requnred pupils to attempt to °

comprehend what they read.

Also, the analysis of the errors made by some of the Bari project
pupils in answering the ciass comprehension questions was reveal.ing.
Since many of the comprehension questions could be answered by simply
repeating an appropriate séntence or part of a sentence from the story,
it was often not clear whether the puplls were actually_understandlng
the stories or simply memo?izing them from repeatedly hearing them read”
aloud by, the teacher and by the class. However, three pupils during the
Bari project llteracy lesson began their answers to comprehension
questlon with the word a, which means roughly and then and is often used
at the beginning of a non-initial sentence of a Bari story for the
purpose of text cohesion. Answering an oral question with a sentence
beginning with a Is not appropriate (in fact the teacher vigorously.

corrected these pupils) and seems to indicate that these pupils had in
N [

| S

gV



10 . . .
* fact memorized ?he story and went so far as to violate some basic
discourse rules of spoken Bari toc use what they had memorized to answer

» -

the questlon. : :
Fortunately, ‘the information_ obtained from an analysis of the *
reading materlals, the classroom observatlons, and the readlng test
results have led to a number of recommendations concernlnq materials and
*teaching teciiniques which, if followed, we feel will have a positive .
impact on the acquisition of literacy skills in the vernacular languages
as wel) as in English and Arabic (see Cowan, 19803 Cziko, in press).
Future planned,evaluaglons of the project will allow us to determine the
feaéibility and impact aof such changes on the ?cquisiiion of literacy

skills in the Southern Sudan.

Implications for the Evaluation of Bilingual Education Programs

In-this final section, | wiJiwéttempt to draw implications from the
experiences described above, focusing on the- dlstlnctlon between
quantitative and qualitative approachs to evaluatlon and\EEolr I~ .
particular strengths and weaknesses when applied to evaluatlngrhlljngual é::)
education programs in the U.S. and abroad. This section will deal with
(a) strergths and weakﬁes;es of quantitative approaches to evaluation of
bilingual education, (b) strengths and weaknesses of qualitatjve 7
approaches to evaluation of bilingual education, and (c) a raticnale for
combining aspects of both quantitative and qualitatiye evaluation ‘

approaches for evaluating bilingual education programsﬁ

Quantltatibe Evaluation Methods. Quantitative evaluation methods

'rhave a number of important‘strengths,'not the least of which is the
respect that quantitative, experimental research methods still enjoy
among many educational researchers and educational policy planners. The
prlmary advantage of this evaluation approach Is that, when prOperly
followed, it can progide convlnolng evidepce that a particular bilingual

education program Is or is not having a measurable impact on ’
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participating students. In addition, it permits isolation of the
effects of the bilingual education program from the possible effects of
other competing, potentially confounding factors. This approach also
has the advantage of producing results which can be summarized fairly
easily, a distinct advantage when a number of different program
evaluations are being considered to provide evidence for planniné.
educational policy. However, the design requirements of a properly
implemented quantitative evaluation, espeC|ally one followung an
experimental or quasu-experlmental de5|gn, are such that this apprdach
is seldom feasible for evaluating bilingual education programs in the
u.s.

L/

t v

These designs require the random assignment of students to the
experimental and.control groups or, at the least, agsurance that th; o
groupa‘-p not differ systematically on any factors other than the
differences in educational program which might influence the eva!uatton
results, Anyone familiar with bilingual education in the U.S. knows
that random assignment of children who are eligible for bilingual .
education to bilingual and non-bilingual programs is usually not

.possible and, in fact, would likely be in violation of both Federal and
state regulations.  Also, eligible children who do not participate in
bilingual educatfon programs do not do so for two principal reasons--
either their parents have declded, for wha}ever reason, that they™d¢ not
want their children to teceive bifingual instruction, or the children
are part of a Iaﬁguage group represented by less than 20 children in the

1

school district.\ Therefore, these children would appear to differ in

important and rel%vant ways from children of the same language g#oup who
i

§l [}

-

“

For a summary of state fegislation on the number of students

necessary to ''trigger' a bilingual education program in a district, see
Gray, 1981,

Ty
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" are receiving bilingual education and would not appear to comprise a
2 - ,‘ ]

proper control group. . . ,
H

In addition to the problem of- selecting students for the biliébual

and nén-bi}ingual programs for the‘purposg of qonducting~a quantitative s
evaluation, program variables other than the presence or absence of

bilingual education may also‘confodnd the evaluation results (see Baker
.and deKahté;'s, 1981, criticism of the McConnell study). In'fact, n
APne analysis of the results of the Yoruba evaluatior described above, it

was foung that thefe were statistically significant differences on test,
performance among four classes which were all part of the ;ame treatment

group (Cziko and Ojerindé, 1976).- For these and other reasons, it is
extremely difficalt, -if not impossible, to undertake a qupnthative- '
evaluation of a bIJiﬁgual éducation program using an evaluation design ¢
above reproach by either proponents or critics of bilingual education.

It should not be surprising, therefore, that of the several- hundred
evaluations reviewed by Baker and deKanter (1981) only 28 were found to

Pe free of serious methodologica’ probléms typical of quantitative R

evaluations of bilingual education programs. —

" 1]

«

th is interesting to note that failure to comply with the
requirements of experimental or quasi-experimental evaluation designs
has been the principal crticism of quantitative evaluations of bilingual |
education in the U.S. by both critics and proponents of bilingual
education. It seems that when evalutions find bilingual education to be
ineffective, proponents of bilingual education are quick to point out
the non-equivalence of the bilingually educated and all-English educated
groups (see, e.g., Gray's, 1978, criticism of the AIR evaluation by
panoff (1978)) and, conversely, when quantitative evaluations find
bilingual education fo be effective, critics of bilingual education are
equally quick to point out that factors involved in the selection of
children in the bilingual program and not the program itself may be
#responsible for the results (see Baker and deKanter, 1981).
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~Quantitative evaluations of bilingual education also require a
degree of consensus concerning the goals of bilingual educatnon.. This
may not-pose a serious problem at state or Federal levéls, since in the
U.S. the primary objective of bilingual education is to facilitate the
transition of limited-English-proficient children into all-English
program as quuckly as poss:bl However, many bilingual program
directors, teachers, parents, and students may well have other goals,
e.g., the development of a high level of proficiency in the chtldren's
native )anguage and/or the maintenance of -certain features and knowledge
of their native culture. Therefore, quantitative eva\uatlons designed
with staté and/or Federal reviewers in mind may not provide information

.relevant to the needs and concerns of people who are ‘closer to the
program. In this respect it is interesting to note that the current
system being used in I11inois to collect evaluative information on
state-funded bilingual programs coes not involve the collectlon and
reporting of any data on nat ive- language skills (11inois State Board of
Education, 1981). In my experience | have found this rift between
nofficial'' goals and actual goals at the program Tevelto—exist
primarily in the U.S., where bilingual education program directors and
some bilingual tec.hers often have "malntenance" or ''restorationist''
goals with respect to children's native languages, while official state,
or Federal policy is oriented to the ”transutlonal“ goal of moving
children from bilingual to all-English instruction as quickly as

possible.

A final weakness of quantitative methods to evaluate bilingual
education programs is the necessity of reliable and valid instruments to
translate the behavior and feelings of those Involved in the programs
into meaningful, useful numbers. Among the many problems related to
this requirement of a quantitative approach to evaluation are: (a)
Deciding whether norm-referenced or criterion-referenced tests are
appropriate (see Block, 1971; Ebel, 1971); (b) the possible bias of
standardized tests for language Rnnority students .(see Olmedo, 1977);

and (c) Jlocating or constructing measures of language profiiciency which
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are practica] to administer a%d yet_take into account the various

components of language skills which are nqw believed to make up

communucatlve competence fsee Canale and Swain, 1980). These'remain

serlous issues in the U.S, ln'splte of the large amount of research .
undertaken to deal with them and the efforts of ngor publishers in the - -

U.S. to produce reliable, valid and unbiased standardized tests of

academic achievement. The reliance of quantitative evaluation

approaches on reliable and valid measuring instruments means that this

approach is of limited usefulness In settings where tests are either -not
¢

available or where there are little or no resources available for the

construction and validation of such tests.

v

Qualitative Evaluation Approaches. If quantlfative approaches to

the evaluation of bilingual education programs suffer from so many :
apparent weaknesses, migh} not more qualitative (or natural istic) |
egaluation methods be better suited to the task? Whnle much has . ,1
recently been written about the need for and strengths of qualitative |
approaches to educationzl evaluation (see Guba's, 1978, naturalistic |
inquiry; Stake's, 1975, 1978, responsive evaluation and case study
approach; Patton's 1980, quallgptjve-évaluation methods), there seems to
have been very‘!ittle use of these qualitative evaluétion approachs to S
examine bilingual education programs in the U.S. or abroad. This is not 7
surprising in, the U.S. when one considers that Federal regulations
require that evaluations of Title Vil bilingual education programs
employ an evaluation approach based on test scores and appropriate
statistical analyses to show that the bilingual program is having an
impact on participating students' academic achzevement (see Bdrry, 1979,
p. 11). ‘ . :
- ‘ -

QualiMative evaluation app?oaches do offer some appealing
advantages over more quantitative mathods, although they have weaknesses
of their own. One Iimportant practical strength of a qualitative
approach to evaluating bilingual education programs Is that rahdom

assignment of students to bilingual and non-bilingual programs is not
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necessary, nor is it even necessary to include a control or comparison
%
ggoup in the evaluation design, since the primary purpose of a

qualitative approach is to understand how the program works and how it

is viewed by studeﬁts, parents, and-administrators involved in the

program. Of course, a comparison or control group may be included in
the evaluation design and may well provide amportant evaluative |
information, but the apparently unsolvable problem of random assignment
or of assuring group~equivalence before the program begins is not a

prime concern. ‘ 2

Another strength of a qualitative approach to evaluation is that it
requires that the evaluator obtaln a detailed, first-hand look at the
program .in actibn, an experience not. requlred by more quantltatnve
evalqﬁtnon approaches. Thus, while | speqt considerable time observing
literacy clastes in the Southern Sudan and listeéhing to and analyzing
tape recordings of these classes, the classroom experieﬁce | obtained
during the more quantitative evaluations of French immersion programs in
Canada and the Yoruba project In Nigeria was limited to-sépervising the
administration of gréup tests and courtesy classroom visits whicﬁ
involved gréetlng the teacher and students and perhaps observing the
class in action for a very short period of time., WhHile in-depth class:
observation may not be necessary if a program is known to be well
impieﬁented and is doing:aell by quantitative criteria (e.g., the French
immersion programs in Canada), this type of Information can be
invaluable for recommending change If a program is not achieving its
goals. Thus, while the reading test performance of children in project
classég of the Sudan project clearly Indicated that they were having
considerable difficulty in learning to read, the classroom observation
gives an Indication as to why this was the case. As mentioned earlier,
it was found that there were only rare instances of classroom activities

which actually redufred some type of reading comprehension on the part

‘of the students. This qualitative finding suggests obvious steps for

the improvement of the project--steps that would not be suggested by

quantitative evaluation methods alone. .
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The final advantage of qualitative evaluation methods to be |
mentioned here is that this approach does not require the availability
of reliable and-valld quantitatlve measures of the academic achievement,
language profucuency, or attitudes of participating students~ This is a
particularly desirable feature in settings where such measures.are néj
available (and, as mgntloned above, it could be argued that they-are not

even available in the U.S.). . .

Unfortunagely, qualitative approaches to evaluation suffer from e ) .
number of weaknésses. One of thesp is the apparently subjective basis A
(using Scriven’s, 1972, qualitative meaning of this word) on which
success or failure of a bilingual program is judged. This seems to be a
particular problem in the U. S ‘where most evaluators of Individual
blllﬂgUBl education programs appear to have pre- existing views of the

worth and merit of bilingual education. It is imperative, therefore,

their conclusions by citing supportive evidence from as many different

sources as possible. While this should be a particular concern of

\

" that evaluators using qualitatlve approaches provide strong support for }
|

|

i

|

|

evaluators using qualitative evaluation approaches, it appears to be a

widely unrecognlzed problem of quantitative approaches as well. .
While the use of tests and statistical analyses appears on the

sirface to be more objective (and hence reliable), statistical tests in

themselves do not tzll us: whether the difference found in performance on

a certain measure between bilingually and monl!ngually instructed groups

is in fact»meanlngfully signlficant. This Is because ;nferentlal -

_statistical tests are Influenced by the size of the groups included in

the evaluation, so that ;the same small dIfference between group means,
[which has no statistical significgnce when comparing small groups of
students, may In fact be statistically significant when comparing larger
groups. Unfortunately, few evaluators seem to take this fact into
account and often consider all statlstlcally signiflcant differences to

be practically significant (see Popham, 1975, p. 239). This obscures

kY
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the fact that ail conclusions regaEdlng the «impact of a bilingual
progrén, whether measured quantitatively or qualitatively, are’

essentially based on subjective judgments.
) ¥

Another feature of qualitative approaches to evaluating bi!ingual
pograms that can be,considered a drawback within certain con’exts is
that the data which are collected (e.g., classroom observetiqﬂg,Aopené
ended interviews with students, collections of studepts‘ wrltgzn {
compositions) are usu;lly dffflcul;f;ofréadce and summarize. .Whilq this
same feature permits the diligent evaluation reader to get a goéd idea
of a particular progam in operation, it makes it extremely difficuit for
policy-makers to review a large number of qualitative evaluations for’
the purpose of giving'an empirical base to pol}cy decisio;s. For this
reason it might be argued that while qualitative evaluations are more
appropriate F;r,obtaining and disseminating detailed information about 3
particular program and ser providing informatjon for program'changes,
quantitative evaluation approaches are more appropriate for the
synthesis Qf a large amount of data obtained from a large base for the
purpose of making policy decisions. Consistent with this observation is
the fact that both the AIR evaluation (Danof f,. 1978) and the recent
review of bilingual evaluatiﬁgs prepared for the Office of Planning and
Budget of the Depar%meﬁt of Education (Baker and deKanter, 1981) were
concerned exclusively with quantita;ive evaluation methods and criteria.
It would appear, theny that_e;aluators using qualitative approaches to
evaluating bilingual education programs run the risk of having their

work ignored by reviewers and policy planners.

y Finally, it must be mentioned.that the use of qualitative
evaluation techniques typically demand a very large amount of time and
éffort for data collection, analysis, and report writing. Also,
qualitative methods are difficult, if not impossible, to employ In
situatlions where the evaluator does not have a thorough knowledge of the
language and culture of ghe‘iﬁhool‘setting unless trainable research

“assistants can be found.' . ‘

& » , ’ : 4



* Combining Quantitative and Qualitative Approaches to Evaluation

_After having considered some of the strenéths and-weaknesses of
botH quantitative and qualitatibe approaches to the evaluatioé of
bilingual education programs, it would appear that an effective .
evaluation approach would be to combine aspects of both approaches in \
(;rder to minimize the weaknesse; and maximize the strengths of the
overall evaluatlon methodology. Although this is certainly nol a new
proposal, it is a fairly recent one (see Patton, 1980; Fry et al.; 1981)
and it constitutes an approach which apparently has not been much-used
for the evaluation of btlingual education programs. Although my wo[k in

the Southern Sudan attempted .to use such an approach, it must be

admitted that ‘the relatively, short amount of time devoted to class '
observations (ranging from about one to three hours for each classroom
included in the evaluation) did not permit Yhe type of rich,
ethnographic data collection and interpretation which is characteristic -
of qualitative evaluation methods. Unfortunately, while such a combined .
approach might look appealing on paper, there are probably vary few
educational evaluators working today who have the necessary expertise to
carry out sucb an evaluation, particularly of bilingual education .
programs. It also seems that an evaluation of a bilingual education
prog;ah which attempts to combine aspects of both quantitative and
, designked if it were to capitalize on the strengths of both* approaches
and not suffer from their combined weaknesses.

qualitz;ive evaluation approaches would have to be very carefully
Whilesit Is beyond the scope of this paper to go into details of-

how these two.approaches can be combined for evaluating bilingual

education pograms (see Fry et al., 1981 and Patton, 1980 for suggestions

on how this can be done for gsneral evaluation and social science

research), it is hoped that this Raper*has provided a strong rationale

for such an approach. |[|f our evaluations of bilingual education are to

RN

- - ———be-useful—in—-detect-ing- Impact -of -such. programs,.-disseminating —
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information on how such programs operate, and Providing an emplrlcal

" base for |mpr0V|ng blllngual educatibn, then it is obvious that

“»

currently used evaluation approaches are not meeting these needs. New,
innovative evaluatlon approaches are neeged. Fortunately, many
lnnovatlons in educational evaluatlon have occurred over receat years,

which have much to add to our work 1n,blllngual education. It is our

N

" challenge to make the most of them and to.continue to develop new

k]
evaluation techniques appropriate for determining the most effective
pregrams for éducating language mlnorit§ student in the U.S.

A\ ~ . . ) L ~~
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